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Abstrac t 
All existing studies on process, control effects 
involved granting individuals a chance to express their 
views, whereas this study examined group process 
control effects by granting groups as a whole, instead 
of individuals, such an opportunity. One hundred and 
fifty-six undergraduate Ss in groups of three either 
chose a task, we re ass igned a task same as the choice 
of the majority of the group, or were assigned a task 
different from that of the group majority, in an 
intergroup competition. Results showed that, different 
from existing studies, the availability of group choice 
was related to perceived group process control in 
complex ways. Also, some critical factors qualified 
group process control effects, which appeared on 
ratings of task commitment and task evaluation, but not 
on procedural justice. In addition, regression 
analyses indicated that perceived group process control 
determined task commitment and task evaluation, whereas 
perceived individual process control determined 
procedural justice. Implications of these findings for 
theories of procedural justice are discussed. 
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The Psychology of Procedural Justice: 
A Test of Process Contro i. . Ef fects in Groups 
Since the pioneering work of Thibaut and Walker 
(1975), there has been a burgeoning interest in 
procedural .justice. Specifically, many studies focus 
on process control or 'voice', which refers to the 
freedom participants believe they have to communicate 
their views and arguments in decision-making processes 
(for a review, see Lind & Tyler, 1988). Originating 
from legal contexts, research in procedural .justice has 
been extended to political contexts (e.g. Tyler, 
Rasinski &. McGraw, 1985) and organizational settings 
(e.g. Greenberg, 1987). In these studies, participants 
who had perceived greater process control regarded 
decision-making procedures as fairer and the eventual 
decisions as fairer, more satisfactory, and more 
acceptable. These patterns of results are collectively 
called process control effects. 
Despite significant theoretical development in 
this area, research on process control effects has 
concentrated in individual contexts where individuals 
express their opinions for personal issues and 
benefits. For instance, previous studies have 
investigated how litigants evaluated court decisions 
(Thibaut & Walker, 1975), how citizens appraised the 
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policies established by the federal government (Tyler 
et al., 1985), how citizens evaluated their contact 
with police (Tyler, 1989), how employees appraised 
management (Greenberg, 1987), and how citizens 
evaluated public services (Leung &. Li, 1990). To the 
best of my knowledge, no study has examined process 
control effects in groups, where groups represent their 
members to express opinions about important group 
issues. To facilitate subsequent discussion, we term 
this kind of process corvt.roJ as group process control 
and the resulting effects as group process control 
effects, as opposed to individual process control, 
which refers to the opportunity for an individual to 
express opinions about personal issues, and its 
resultant effects, individual process control effects. 
There has been an individualistic bias (Sampson, 
1977, 1985), which regards the individual as the unit 
of analysis, in social psychology. This bias may be 
the underlying reason for the Lack of research in 
process control effects in group settings. Group 
process control effects, which are commonplace, have 
not been touched upon in existing studies and theories 
of procedural justice. In real life settings, 
authorities always decree policies that influence a 
whole group of people. For instance, compensations 
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reviews influence -the whole work, team rather than some 
individual group members; tax laws affect a whole class 
of citizens; and company laws .impinge'on the whole 
company. These examples have two common 
characteristics. First, the actions of authorities or 
tine policies affect a group of people as a whole. 
Second, the channel of expressing voice is given to the 
group as a whole, and thus, voice is usually more 
effective if it is expressed via the group. Therefore, 
group members will first have to arrive at a group 
decision, and then allow the group representatives to 
express their consensus to the authorities. 
Existing theories of procedural .justice could not 
explain the effects of group process control in the 
above examples because they do not take into account 
group characteristics and their impact on human 
behaviors, which are well-documented in research on 
group dynamics. For instance, the task effectiveness 
of a group is subject to a number of group processes, 
such as social facilitation (Za.jonc & Sales, 1966) and 
social loafing (Latane, Williams, &-. Harkins, 1979). 
Group decision-making is characterized by group 
polarization (Greenberg, 1979), groupthink (Janis, 
1972), minority influence (Moscovici, 1985), and group 
decision making schemes (Davis, 1973; Allison & 
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Messick, 1987). In the area of distributive justice, 
Messe, Hymes, and MacCoun (1986) demonstrated that 
group categorization processes (Tajfel> 1978; Brewer, 
1979) determined the application of one's sense of 
reward distribution. Specifically, subjects 
distributed their rewards more equitably when the 
receiver was an outgroup member than when he or she was 
an irtgroup member. In light of these findings we 
expect group process control effects to be more complex 
than individual process control effects because 
intragroup processes and individual motives within 
groups may moderate the effects of group process 
control. 
In this study we investigated group process 
control effects in an intergroup competition context. 
Intergroup competition has long been the focus of 
research in group dynamics (for a review see Shaw, 
1981). Intergroup competition provides group members a 
common goal, and thus makes group membership 
meaningful. In this context, group process control, 
which refers to the voice of a group as a whole rather 
than the voice of any single group member, becomes 
I " • 
important and is worthwhile to be studied. 
In research of individual process control effects, 
Li rid and Tyler (1988) have argued for a value-
I 
! 
I •  • 
I 
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expressive component of process control in parallel 
w .i. t h a n i 11 s I - r urne rv t a J. co mpone n t ( Thibaut. & Walker, 
1978). Although there is ample evidence supporting 
their contention (e.g. hind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990), 
no study has addressed this issue in group contexts. 
Hence we sought to extend their theorizing to group 
contexts. As a first step, we need to analyze the 
psychological mechanisms of group process control 
effects and critical factors that may qualify the 
effects of group process control. We tested two sets of 
critical factors for group process control effects. 
One set was derived from research on group dynamics, 
coined group-process variables. The other set was 
derived from literature on the search of critical 
factors for process control effects (Folger,1977; 
Tyler, 1987). Following Tyler (1987, 1989), we termed 
this set of variables group-value variables. 
The Psychological Mechanisms of 
Group Process Control Effects 
Group-process Variables 
In groups, individuals may perceive process 
control of a decision as originating either from 
themselves or from the group as a whole. Therefore, 
perception of procedural .justice can be enhanced by two 
possible routes. One may perceive procedures as fairer 
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either because one perceives that the chance to express 
opinions is given to oneself or because one perceives 
L hat the 0 p p 0 r ·t u nit y L 0 ex p res sop in ion s i s g i v e n to 
t he g r 0 u P hi i t h \dlO III 0 n.e i s Cl. f f i 1 i ate cl • These two 
possible processes are ~hown in Figure 1 
schemati.cally. Path a represents indivjdual process 
control. We expect the .impact. of individual process 
control on perception of procedural justice to be weak 
in the group context bec~use cont~ol is g~anted to the 
group as a whole, ' and the group can obviously exert 
more influence " on the final decision than any single 
indiv .i.dual in the group. Hence, individuals are 
likely to see that control is expressed via the group 
rather than directl;v from themselves. Group process 
.~~intr~pl as denoted by Pathc in Figure 1 should 
therefore prevail, and fairness ,judgements would be 
mainly enhanced by it. 
Insert Figure 1 about here 
--------------------------
4". ~ 
The effectiveness of group process control, 
however, may depend on the str~ngth of path b, termed 
intr@roup cOTl_troJ.:., which ind icates perceived influence 
of individuals on the group decision. Intragroup 
control is important for group process control effects 
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because control is granted to the group. It is 
possible that one needs to believe that one's voice has 
influenced the group decision and that the group voice 
has impinged on the final decision before one perceives 
a. higher level of justice judgement. Therefore, paths 
b and c must both be strong for group process control 
effects to appear, and intragroup control in this 
context acts as a moderator of group process control 
e ffec ts. 
Social identification may also moderate group 
process control effects. According to Tajfel and 
Turner (1978), group identification is the process by 
which individuals perceive themselves to be members of 
the same social category, share emotional involvement 
in this common definition of themselves, and achieve 
some degree of social consensus about the evaluation of 
their group and their membership of i t . Based on the 
concept of social identification, Mackie and Goethals 
(1987) argued that the acceptance of group identity, 
termed identity isomorphism, will transform individual 
concerns to those of the group, and vice versa. In 
other words, if social identification is high, 
individuals will mesh with the group in the sense that 
they see themselves in terms of their group identity. 
Consequently, individual process control becomes 
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trivial, and group process control becomes crucial. 
Under this circumstance, perceiving group process 
control will enhance fairness judgements. On the 
contrary, if social identification is low, perceived 
group control may become meaningless and group process 
control effects may not be found. This discussion 
suggests that group identification may be another 
possible moderator of group process control effects. 
Finally, self-interest considerations may be 
another moderator of group process control effects. 
Individuals would find their self-interest realized if 
the group goal was congruent with their own goals 
because this will increase their chance of achieving 
their individual goals. Therefore, we would expect 
congruity of choice, that, is whether the choices of 
individuals are the same as those of the group, to be 
the third possible moderator of group process control 
e f f e c t s . 
In sum, intragroup control, social identification 
and sel f- in te res t coni dera t ioris are possible 
moderators of group process control effects. As they 
are derived from the literature of group dynamics, this 
s e t of crit i c a1 factors i s te rmed group-process 
variables. We expect that group process control 
effects to be enhanced by some of these group-process 
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variables. Furthermore, these variables may even 
moderate group process control effects. That is, they 
may change the psychological processes of group process 
control effects. 
Group-value Variables 
The other set of critical factors stemmed from the 
literature on individual process control effects. 
Originating from the analysis of frustration effects 
(Folger, 1983), there has been a search for critical 
conditions of process control effects. Tyler (1987), 
in a field study undertaken in Chicago, found that when 
respondents believed that their views were not 
considered, perceiving process control did not enhance 
perceived procedural fairness, satisfaction with the 
outcome, affect toward the authority, general 
evaluation of the authority, and support for the 
authority. In another field study conducted in Hong 
Kong, Leung and Li (1990) confirmed consideration of 
views as a critical factor for process control effects. 
Despite the contribution of these studies, they 
only tackled individual process control effects. To 
extend the search for critical factors in group 
settings, this study tested four factors. The f irs t 
one, consideration of views, was included to replicate 
' previous findings in group settings. The second one, 
impartiality of the decision-maker, was adopted from 
i . r 
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Tyler (1987). The remaining two, respect from the 
decision-maker and neutrality of the decision-maker, 
were adopted from Tyler (1989), where the group-value 
model of process control effects was tested. 
Two Models of Process Control Effects 
Lind and Tyler (1988) -discussed two models for 
explaining individual process control effects. Based 
on the concept of informed self-interest used by 
Thibaut and Walker (1975, 1978) and Leventhal (1980), 
the self-interest model suggests that process control 
enhances fairness judgements because it is perceived by 
the participants as a means for obtaining a more 
favorable outcome in the decision-making process (e.g. 
Brett & Goldberg, 1983; Thibaut & Walker, 1978). 
Therefore, process control acts as a substitute for 
direct decision control when the latter is impossible 
to be obtained in some situations. 
On the other hand, group-value model is based on 
group identification and the assumption that procedures 
are the manifestations of group values. Hence, 
regardless of the influence of process control on 
outcomes, it is rewarding in and of itself because 
having the chance to express one's opinion affirms 
one's membership in a group, which is rewarding (Tyler 
et al. , 1985). As a result, the mere opportunity to 
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express one's views and opinions can enhance one's 
fairness perception. In light of the supporting 
evidence for both models, the validity of instrumental 
and noninstrumental models is under hot debate. Here 
we tried to extend this debate to group settings where 
group process control and individual process control 
may interact i n i n t rigu i ng ways. 
We addressed this debate by testing the perception 
of fairness, task commitment, and task evaluation in 
three conditions where subjects were granted different 
amounts of opportunity to choose a task that they 
subsequently worked on. The design was modified from 
Earley and Lind (1987), and differed from theirs in 
that the unit of analysis was group rather than 
individual. In the Choice condition, individuals were 
allowed to choose a set of tasks for themselves and 
group members. In the No-Choice/ Compatible condition, 
the experimenter gave the groups a predetermined set of 
tasks and provided them with bogus feedback that the 
choice of the majority of the group was compatible with 
the predetermined tasks. In this way, despite the lack 
of choice, the group always got what they preferred. 
In the No-Choice/ IncompatibIe condition, the 
procedures were the same as in the No-Choice/ 
Compatible condition, but the groups were told that the 
Group Process Cont ro l E f f e c t s 
15 
predetermined task was incompatible with that of the 
group. 
Two planned comparisons were used to investigate 
the instrumental-rioninstrumental components of group 
process control effects on perceptions of procedural 
fairness, task commitment, and task evaluation. The 
contrast between the No-Choice/ Compatible and the No-
Cho i. ce/ Incompa t i b.1 e cond i t i oris unveiled the 
instrumental effect of group process control. On the 
other hand, the contrast between Choice and the No-
Choice/ Compatible conditions revealed the 
noni instrumental effect of group process control because 
preferred choices were granted and thus group-interests 
were controlled in this contrast. Therefore, a 
significant difference in the second contrast would 
support a non :i. list rumen tal component of process control 
effects, whereas a significant difference in the first 
would support an instrumental component of process 
control effects. Simultaneous differences would 
buttress the mixed model of process control. As 
di scussed above, these planned comparisons would be 
crossed with the critical factors of group process 
control effects to test if some critical factors could 
change the mechanisms of group process control effects. 
Method 
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Design. This experiment, was a 3 (Procedure: 
Choice, No-Choice/' Compatible, No-Choice/ Incompatible) 
x 2 (Group Identification: High, how) x 2 (Sex) 
factorial design. Sex was just a secondary variable 
and was included for the sake of completeness and 
g e nera1i zab i1i t y. 
Sub.iects • Subjects were 81 female and 75 male 
students at the Chinese University of Hong Kong. They 
participated in the experiment for partial fulfillment 
of the introductory psychology course requirements. 
There were about twelve subjects in each cell of the 
experiment. 
Procedure. Six same-sex subjects at a time 
reported for the experiment entitled "creative problem 
solving". They then listened to recorded instructions 
which told them to complete some confidential 
personality scales, and. at this point the group 
identification manipulation was introduced. Following 
Dion and his colleagues (for a review see Dion, 1978) 
group identification was manipulated by offering bogus 
feedback about the personality of group members. 
Specifically, in the high identification condition, the 
subjects were told that on the basis of their responses 
to the personality scales they would be matched bv 
computer with other subjects to participate in a 
Group Process Con t ro l E f f e c t s 
17 
subsequent group competition. in the low 
identification condition, the experimenter told the 
subjects that their responses were useful for other 
analyses. It was then explained that they would form 
two groups of three and work together on a set of 
managerial tasks. To enhance the involvement of the 
subjects, the experimenter showed them the winning 
prizes of the competition -- pens (cost about US$1.50). 
Subjects then completed the personality scales 
(they were composed of a "trust" scale from Yamagishi 
( 1986 ) , and the coll.ective-identif ication 
questionnaire from Crocker and Luhtanen (1990)). The 
experimenter then collected the questionnaires, and 
asked the subjects to read the example given. In the 
high identification condition the experimenter 
apparently input their responses into the computer and 
printed out a graph. The subjects could hear the 
printing sound in the next room. After about 3 
minutes, the experimenter asked the subjects to stop 
reading and explained the managerial tasks further if 
the subjects required him to do so. The experimenter 
then divided the subjects into two groups, and told 
the subjects that their responses in the personality 
questionnaires indicated that they were "more 
compatible with their present team members than with 
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other members, and t:.haL they should like and enjoy each 
other very much." In the low identification condition, 
8 1I b j (:! C t S \\1 (:~ r e t () .1 d t h Cl L t h (:~ :v \\' e ,' e "r and 0 m 1 y g r 0 U P e d 
into t.'hIO teams. 11 In fact, in both cor!di tions, the 
experimenter divid e d the s ubjects randomly, and ensured 
that no ('oommates '01' acquaintances were grouped 
together. 
The experimenter then provided further 
instructions for the subjects, 
"During the course of normal work activities we 
find that opp6rtunities for a group to be involved in 
dec id .i.ng its work may exist, but not every group will 
be given this opportunity by their supervisors. During 
the course of the exper'iment your group mayor may not 
l~ eceiye such opportunities depending on your 
exp~rimental condition. As you respond to the various 
questionnaires, try to imagine yourself in an actual 
Job situation and keep in mind . any such opportunities 
your group might or might not Le provided ', 11 
The experimenter then .. explai.ned that he had tHO sets of 
standard tasks which were equally effective in 
measuring t.he adm :i.nist.rative ability of the subject s , 
and th~t they were required to individually choose one 
of l.h e s e t s for their group to wo rk on s o that their 
group could rnaximally show their ability and win the 
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competition. The two sets of tasks were described to 
be modified from training materials of managers from 
two American banks in Hong Kong. The experimenter 
further explained that the former, task A, was a set of 
tests concerning financial or marketing decision-
making, while the latter set, task B, was about human 
resources decision-making. 
At this point the group process control 
manipulation was introduced. In the Choice condition 
of this study, individuals were allowed to choose one 
of two equivalent sets of tasks for themselves and 
their group members to work on and provide the 
experimenter with simple reasons for their choice. The 
majority rule was used to determined the task for the 
group to work on in case of disagreement. Although the 
groups were ostensibly assigned any tasks they chose, 
the experimenter always told them that the majoritv of 
the group chose task B. In the No-Choice/ Compatible 
condition, the experimenter told the groups that thev 
would be assigned a predetermined set of tasks. 
Nonetheless he asked subjects to choose his or her 
preferred set of tasks and justify his or her choices 
with simple reasons because he wanted to use this 
information to improve future experiments. Emphasizing 
the usefulness of his or her opinions, the 
• & fe * X X ® W & 
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experimenter encouraged the subjects to consider the 
choices given. Then the experimenter told the groups 
that the majority choice of the group was task B, 
which was compatible with his predetermined set of 
tasks. With this arrangement, despite the lack of 
choice, the group always got what they preferred in 
this condition. Lastly, in the No-Choice/ Incompatible 
condition, the same was done to the group as did in the 
No-Choice/ Compatible condition, except that the 
subjects were told that the majority of the group chose 
task A, which was incompatible with his predetermined 
set, task B.
1 
The experimenter gave subjects 2 minutes to choose 
and write down their preferred choices with some 
reasons on a piece of paper, which they later put 
inside an envelope. During the process, the 
experimenter asked subjects not to view the choices of 
other members because finding a deviant in their group 
might damage the cooperative atmosphere of their group. 
When time was up, the experimenter .collected the 
envelope from each group member, ostensibly read the 
answers, and distributed the same set of tasks in all 
conditions. However, according to the experimental 
conditions, he described the way of making the decision 
differently as presented above. Notice that although 
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the experimenter allowed the groups in the Choice 
condition to choose their own tasks but not those in 
the No-Choice/ Compatible and No-Choice/ Incompatible 
conditions, the same set of tasks was delivered in all 
the conditions. This arrangement not only eliminated 
any possible effect caused by recognizing a deviant 
inside the group (Moscovici, 1985), but also controlled 
the tasks performed by the groups. 
After both groups had received their tasks, the 
experimenter once again reminded the groups to make 
full use of their time, and not to discuss their 
individual choices or they might find a deviant in 
their group, which would jeopardize their subsequent 
cooperation. One of the groups was then led into a 
different room, so that both groups could work on the 
tasks without disturbing one another. Ten minutes were 
allowed for the groups to work on the tasks. When time 
was up, the experimenter collected the materials from 
both groups and asked them to work on the 
postexperimental questionnaire. When the subjects 
finished, the experimenter debriefed and sought their 
promise not to disclose any details concerning the 
experiment. The whole experiment lasted about 35-40 
m inutes. 
Measures. Subjects responded to the post-
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experimental questionnaire by checking on a set of 7-
point rating scales.
2
 Procedural justice was measured 
by two questions, (J ) Mow fair were the procedures of 
this competition? (2) Did the arrangement of the 
competition allow the groups to compete fairly? The two 
items (r=.28, p<.01) were averaged to form the 
procedural fairness score. Task commitment was measured 
by asking subjects how committed they were when they 
worked on the tasks. Task evaluation was measured by 
asking the extent to which they liked the tasks. 
Perception of group control was assessed by the amount 
of influence their group exerted in choosing the group 
tasks. Perception of personal control over task 
choosing was assessed by the amount of influence they 
had in choosing the tasks. Perception of intragroup 
control was assessed by the extent their choice 
determined the choice of the group. In addition, 
congru.ity of choice was defined by comparing the 
choices of individuals with that of the group. When the 
two choices were congruent, subjects should perceive a 
high level of favorability, but the reverse would hold 
when the choices were incongruent. The four group-
value variables were measured by one item each: 
impartiality - "Has the experimenter conducted the 
experiment in an impartial way?"; respect - "Has the 
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ex per i men t e r s h 0 \,1 e cl r e s p e c t t o y 0 U t h I' 0 U g h 0 u t the 
experiment?"; considcl'C1tion of views - !I'ro what ex.tent 
1 l ' " , l ' w ~~ r e yo ur a n cl ;VO UI ' g r: ' () UP I1\ C Ill)(:~ r ~,,:,,; o p l rll o n s. I n Clloo s l n g 
the ta.sks cons:Ldf':.~ r8d?"; a nd ncutralit..y - "Do you trust 
l. hen e ut r a 1 .i L~: 0 f t. h e e :--; p e /,' i III (~ n Le r? 11 A 1. t h 0 u g h ' the 
s e 0 res 0 f th e se f 0 1I C i t e III S cor r e I ate d \.; i the ac hot her, 
t b C' ~~ '" e r e s (~ p a!' nt e 1 y a n Cl 1. y sed 1.\ (::! eau set hey car ry 
cl .i. f f E:~ t:' e n t L h e 0 re t. i ca] 111 f ' Cl n i. 11 ~~ ~; . {rr y 1 e r 1 9 '8 7; T Y 1 er, 
1 9 8 ~ }. La. s t 1 y, g r 0 U P i cl e n t ~i r j cat ion \v a s m ea sur e d b y 
ite ms f["om Broh' n, Ca ndot', a.nd Hn t. heh' s (1986). The 
questionnair e was admin is t ered in Chinese. 
Re8 uJt s 
To evaluate the effects of the .experimental 
ma n ipul a t ion o n gro up jde nt i f i(;atio n , t he socia l 
i de n t i fie at ion i t e illS hi e l' e a. n a 1 y z e cl • One it ern hI as 
cl r 0 pp e d a f 1', era r ':-e 1 j :: 1. b i J it:.' c hE' C k . Three items, namely 
(1) I l i k e t o j o in thi s gro up; (- 2 ) I th i nk I b e long t o 
thi s g roup; (3) I feel uncolTlfort:able to be · a. member of 
t h '1. s g r 0 U P (n e gat i v e"), h' ere a v e r a g e d to for m the so cia 1 
ide ntific a tion score (alpha = .74). A 3-Hay ANOVA 
( Pro c e d u re x G r 0 1.1 P I cl e 11 t i f ~ . cat ion x Sex) was co nd u c t e d 
to· test the effectiveness of thI s experimental 
ma nipul a tion. Sur p r i sing l y , no effect was signi ficant, 
\vhich sug g ested tha t th e .g rollp identi fication 
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manipulation had failed. 3 Thus, for . subsequent 
analyses, we split the subjects into two groups at the 
median of the soc.ial identification score to form a 
high s ocial identifica tion group and a. low social 
identification group. In this way, we treated the 
social identification factor as a correlated factor, 
like those in field stud.i.es (e.g. Tyler, 1987; Leung & 
Li, (990). Although no causal inference of social 
identification could be made because of thIs 
modif ica t io n, the effects of social ide nt if i cation 
could still be iested. 
To gauge s ubj ects ' percepti on o f the Cho ice 
manipulation, the ra.tings on perceive,d group influence 
in choosing the task were analysed by a 2-way 
(Procedure x Sex) ANOVA. Result s unveiled a 
significant Procedure main effect, E(2, 149) = 14.86, 
.12.<.01, and a signific.ant Procedure x Sex interaction, 
E(2, 149) = 3.94, 12. < .0 5 . As sex was not a major 
conc(~ rn .i. n this st~ udy f the in Le rac t ion effect '-vas not 
further explored. The means for the procedure main 
e ffect s howe d that 8 ubj ec t s eva lua t e d g roup control on 
t:.he ba~is of whether the group got what they had chosen 
or not. Subjects in the C~oice condition (M = 5.07) and 
in th e No-Choic e / Compatible condition (M = 5.17) 
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perceived a similar level of group control, but a 
higher level than those in the No-Choice/ Incompatible 
c o n d i. t i o n ( M = 3.9 4 } . 
These results suggested that the availability of 
choice was related- to perceived group process control 
in very complex ways as subjects in the Choice 
condition did not perceive a higher level of group 
control than those in the No-Choice/ Compatible 
condition. It is interesting to note that control 
manipulation in studies of individual process control 
effects is always strongly related to perceived 
control, but it is not the case In present study. It is 
possible that moderators of group process control 
effects may have interacted with the manipulation. 
Such analyses may unfoId the d i ffererice in 
psychological mechanisms between individual and group 
process contro1 effects. 
Moderators of Perceived Group Process Control 
To test whether group-process variables, namely 
intragroup control, group identification, congruity of 
choice, and individual process control, moderated 
perceived level of group process control, four 2-way 
ANOVAs were conducted. In each ANOVA, the Procedure 
factor and one of the moderators, which was split into 
two groups at the median whenever necessary, were 
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treated as independent variables, and perceived group 
process control as dependent, variable. Moderating 
effects would be indicated by a. significant interaction 
effect between the two variables. See Table 1 for the 
intercorre1ations . 
Insert Table 1 about here 
Results suggested that intragroup control exerted 
i 
no effect on ratings of group process control. On the 
other hand, significant main effects were found for 
group identification, F(1, 150) = 4.70, p<.05, and 
Congru.ity of Choice, F( 1 , 149) = 8.01, £<.01, but no 
significant interaction effect was found. The main 
effects implied that perceived group control was 
enhanced by higher level of group identification (M: 
5.05 > 4.53), and- by congruity of Choice (M: 4.98 > 
4.35). Therefore, the speculation that a stronger group 
affiliation, in terms of a higher level of social 
i.clent :i. f icat ion , and eongru i ty o f choice, enhanced 
perceived group process control was substantiated. 
Lastly, individual process control showed a 
significant main effect, F(1, 150) = 23.42, £<.01, 
which should be interpreted in light of a significant 
inte paction with Procedure , F( 2 , 150 ) = 4.74, p_< . 01 . 
i 
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The means, presented in Table 2, suggested that when 
individual process control was perceived to be low, 
subjects in the No-Choice/ Incompatible condition 
perceived less group process control than those in the 
Choice and No-Choice/ Compatible condition, F(1, 150) = 
14.50, £<.01. This implied that the instrumental 
component of group process control became more 
important when percei ved i ndividua1 control was low. 
This result will be further discussed. 
Insert Table 2 about here 
Similar analyses were done on group-value 
variables, namely consideration of views, impartiality 
of experimenter, respect from experimenter, and 
neutrality of experimenter. The results revealed that 
the main effect of consideration of views, F( 1 , 150) = 
8.47, p<.01, respect from experimenter, F(1, 150) = 
21.49, £<.01, and neutrality of experimenter, F(1, 150) 
= 12.43, j3< .01, were significant, but no interaction 
effect was found for these variables. The main effects 
implied that perceived group control was enhanced by 
perceived respect from experimenter (M: 5.25 > 4.20), 
consideration of views (M:. 5.07 > 4.32), and neutrality 
of experimenter (M: 5.00 > 4.47). Thus, consistent 
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with findings in Tyler (1987, 1989), these results 
suggested that group-values predicted perceived group 
process contro.1 . Also, the re was a signif i can t 
interaction between impartiality of experimenter and 
the Procedure factor, F(2, 152) = 10.14, £<.01. The 
means presented in Table 2 suggested that self-interest 
considerations became salient when subjects believed 
that the experimenter was impartial, £(1, 150) = 41.99, 
p <'.01. When a. higher level of impartiality was 
perceived, subjects in the No-Choice/ Incompatible 
condition felt a lower level of control than those in 
the other conditions. This result would be further 
di scussed. 
Although congruity of choice and impartial of 
experimenter were found to interact with the Procedure 
manipulation, the effects concerned only with the No-
Choice/ Compatible and No-Choice/ Incompatible 
conditions. The null effect between the Choice and No-
Choice/ Compatible conditions might indicate a 
difference in the mechanisms of individual and group 
process control effects. This issue would be further 
d iscussed. 
P rocedural Just i ce , Task Commitment, and Task evaluation 
To test the availability of choice on pe rce ived 
procedural justice, task commitment and task 
Group Process Cont ro l E f f e c t s 
29 
evaluation, a series of 2-way ANOVAs were conducted. 
In each of these analyses, the Procedure factor and one 
of the four group-process variables or one of the four 
group-value variables were treated as the independent 
variables. The former set of variables included 
individual process control, group identification, 
intragroup control (then were split into two groups at 
the median), and congruity of choice. The latter set 
included consideration of views, impartiality of 
experimenter, respect from experimenter, and neutrality 
of experimenter (they also were split into two groups 
at the median). 
For ratings of procedural justice, no Procedure 
main effect or interaction effect was significant. 
However, the main effect of group identification, F( 1 , 
150) = 7.41, < . 05 , impartiality of experimenter, F( 1, 
152) = 1.9.04, J2< . 0 I , consideration of view, F( 1 , 150) = 
6.74, p< .0.1, respect from experimenter, F( 1 , 150) = 
16.68, £<.01, and neutrality of experimenter, F(1, 
15 0)= 34.03, p.< • 0 1 , we re s i g n i fie ant. The main effect 
of individual process control was also significant, 
F(1, 150) = 8.71, p<.01. No interaction effect was 
s ignificant. 
In general, the means suggested that a higher 
level of perceived impartiality of experimenter (M: 
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4.4 9 > 3.80), consideration of views CM: 4.37 > 3.95), 
respect from experimenter (M: 4.51 > 3.86), neutrality 
of experimenter CM: 4.63 > 3.74), group identification 
(M: 4.46 > 4.01), and individual i:>rocess control (M: 
4.39 > 3.90), was related to a higher level of 
perceived procedural justice. Surprisingly, 
inconsistent with the pattern in perceived group 
process control, there was no interaction between 
individual process control and the Procedure factor. 
Similar analyses were conducted on ratings of task 
commitment. Again, the Procedure factor exerted no 
significant main effect. However, intragroup control, 
F ( 1 , 150) = 8.08, £<.01, social identification, F(1, 
152) = 21.56, p<.01, congruity of choice, F( 1 , 150) = 
5.23, £< . 05, individual process control , F( 1 , 150 ) = 
6.34, £<.05, and all group-value variables, 
impartiality of experimenter, F(l, 150) = 12.54, p<.01, 
consideration of views, F(l, 1.50) = 27.20, £<.01, 
respect from experimenter, F(1, 150) = 75.94, £<.01, 
neutrality of experimenter, F(1, 150) = 6.50, £<.01, 
showed significant influence on ratings of task 
commitment. The main effects suggested that a higher 
level of perceived social identification (M: 6.00 > 
5.22), intragroup control (M: 5.81 > 5.30), individual 
process control. (M: 5.71 > 5.24), congruity of choice 
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(M: 5.69 > 5.30), impartiality of experimenter (M: 5.80 
> 5.21), consideration of views (M:5.90 > 5.05 ) , 
respect from experimenter (M: 6..15 > 4.88), and 
neutrality of experimenter (M: 5.74 > 5.32), led 
subjects to commit themselves more to the tasks. In 
addition, there were a significant impartiality of 
experimenter x Procedure interaction, F(2, 150) = 4.49, 
^<.05, and a significant respect from experimenter x 
Procedure interaction, F(2, 150) = 3.59, p<.05. Means 
are presented in Table 3. Planned comparisons showed 
that when the experimenter was perceived as less 
impartial, subjects in the Choice condition 
significantly committed themselves more to the tasks 
than did those in the No-Choice/ Compatible condition, 
F( 1 , 150) - 9.82, p_< .01. Similarly, when subjects felt 
less respect from the experimenter, they committed 
themselves significantly less to the tasks in the No-
Choice/ Compatible condition than in the Choice 
condition, F(1, 150) = 6.73, £<.01, and in the No-
Choice/ Incompatible condition, F(1, 150) = 4.43, 
p<.05. The implication of these interaction effects 
would be discussed together with the results for 
ratings on task evaluation. 
Insert Table 3 about here 
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Lastly, analyses on ratings of task evaluation 
showed that, again, the Procedure factor showed no 
effect, but social identification, F( 1 , 150) = 11.03, 
p_<.01, individual process control, F( 1 , 150) = 4.69, 
pC.OS, and all group-value variables, impartiality of 
experimenter, F( 1 , 150) = 12. 72, J2< .01, consideration 
of views, F(I, 150) = 8.93, p<.01, respect from 
experimenter, F(1, 150) = 44.35, p<.05, and neutrality 
of experimenter, F(1, 150) = 13.04, p<.01, exhibited 
significant main effects. Consistent with the above 
results, the means showed that perceiving a higher 
level of social identification (M: 5.06 > 4.40), 
individual process control (M: 4.86 > 4.42), 
impartia1ity of exper imenter ( M : 4.98 > 4.27), 
consideration of views (M: 4.92 > 4.33), respect from 
experimenter (M: 5.25 > 4.05), and neutrality of 
experimenter {M: 5.01 > 4.31) led subjects to evaluate 
the tasks more positively. In addition, there was a 
significant congruity of choice x Procedure 
interaction, F(2, 152) = 6.01. p<.01. Planned 
comparisons showed that when the choice of individuals 
disagreed with that of the group, subjects in the 
Choice condition evaluated the tasks more favorably 
than those in the No-Choice/ Compatible condition, F(1, 
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150) = 8.08, £<.01. 
By and large, the interaction effects for ratings 
o f task coinmi tinen t a nd task e va] ua I, ion suppor ted the 
group-value model, but in a complex way. Group process 
control effects did not appear on ratings of procedural 
justice, but on those task commitment and task 
evaluation. In addition, the interaction effects 
converged to suggest that perceived group process 
control acted as a substitute for group-value 
perceptions and self-interest considerations. This 
pattern contrasts sharply with studies on individual 
process control effects in that process control effects 
appeared on justice judgements as well as on affective 
variables, and that process control effects occurred 
when subjects perceived a higher level of consideration 
of views, instead of a lower level. 
Relative Influence of Control Variables and Self-
interest, and Group-Value Variables on Procedural 
Justice, Task Commitment, and Task Evaluation 
To evaluate the relative contribution of perceived 
control and self-interest considerations to the 
perception of procedural justice, task commitment, and 
task evaluation, the three criterion variables were 
separately regressed on congruity of choice and the 
three control variables, namely intragroup control, 
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.i. nd i v i.dua.1 con t ro 1, and g roup con trol. Resu 11s as 
presented in Table 4 showed that procedural justice was 
solely determined by individual process control. On 
the other hand, group process control were found to 
determine task commitment and task evaluation. 
Insert Table 4 about here 
In ANOVAs, we found that group-value variables 
were robust predictors for the three criterion 
variables. In order to assess their relative influence 
on each criterion variable, the three criterion 
variables were separately regressed on the four group-
value variables. Results as presented in Table 5 
suggested that respect from experimenter independently 
determined all three criterion variables. These 
results were consistent with findings in a survey 
concerning perception of legal authorities (Tyler, 
1989), in which respect from authority (named standing 
within group in the stwdy) explained, most variance of 
both justice judgements and aI. fec/tive perceptions on 
authorities. 
Insert Table 5 about here 
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Discussion 
Perceived Level of Group Process Control 
This study revealed several intriguing findings 
for group process control effects. These findings have 
a number of theoretical implications for social 
psychology of procedural justice. Specifically, in 
contrast to findings in studies of individual process 
contro1 effects , there '1ationship between the 
experimental manipulation of group x r^ocess control and 
perceived level of group process control was complex. 
To recall, the procedure factor had three conditions. 
Contrasting the means of Choice condition and that of 
No-Choice/ Compatible condition tested the existence of 
the noniristrumental component of process control 
effects. On the other hand, contrasting the means of 
No-Choice/ Compatible and that of No-Choice/ 
Incompatible conditions tested the existence of the 
instrumental component of process control effects. 
Surprisingly, the experimental manipulation only made 
subjects in Choice arid No-Choice/ Compatible 
conditions perceive more group process control than 
those in No-Choice/ Incompatible condition. No 
difference in perceived group process control was found 
between the Choice and the No-Choice/ Compatible 
corid i t i oris . 
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This result was unexpected. Earley and Lind 
(1987), upon which the design of this study was based, 
succeeded in manipulating different levels of perceived 
process control with a similar design. They studied 
the effects of three modes of participation, choice, 
choice plus voice, or no participation at all, in 
either the selection of a specific task or the 
selection of a procedure for assigning a task. This 
study differed from theirs in that individuals made a 
choice for the group, and that the choice concerned the 
means of achieving the group goal - winning the 
competition - instead of the goal itself. These 
differences were unlikely to have produced the 
differences in perceived process control. 
Alternatively there are two possible causes for 
the differences. The first possibility was tested 
above. We investigated if some variables might have 
moderated the relationship between the availability of 
choice and perceived group process control. Therefore, 
with perceived group process control as dependent 
variable, we conducted ANOVAs with the Procedure factor 
and each of the critical factors of process control 
effects as independent variables. Results buttressed 
the psychological mechanisms of group process control 
as depicted in Figure 1. A higher level of perceived 
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social identification or congruity of choice was found 
to enhance the perception of group process control. 
Also, congruent with the findings of Tyler (1987), 
group-value variables predicted perceived group process 
control. Furthermore, the interactions between the 
Procedure factor and individual process control and 
perceived impartiality of experimenter suggested that 
the experimental manipulation was related to perceived 
group process control in complex ways. The means 
showed that self-interest considerations became more 
crucial when subjects perceived the experimenter as 
impartial. Perhaps subjects found self-interest 
calculations to be more appropriate when they perceived 
that the experimenter acted impartially. Thus, the 
failure to realize self-interest resulted in a lower 
level of perceived control. Furthermore, when subjects 
perceived a lower level of individual process control, 
they might also feel an inability to control the fate 
of the group, which led to the perception of a lower 
level of group process'control. 
However, these interaction effects could not 
explain the similarity of perceived group process 
control in the Choice and the No-Choice/ Compatible 
conditions. Another possibility was that given the 
several types of control involved in the experimental 
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situation, subjects found it cogriitively overwhelmed to 
make a distinction among them, and as a result they 
focused simply on group-in terests. Therefore, subjects 
perceived a similar level of group control in the 
Choice and the No-Choice/ Incompatible conditions, but 
a lower level of group control in the No-Choice/ 
Incompatible condition just because group-interests 
were realized in the first two conditions, but not in 
tlie la11er cond i tion. 
Ef fects oil Procedural Justice., Task Commitment and 
EvaIuation of tasks 
In the analyses of judgements of procedural 
justice, the Procedure factor showed neither main 
effects nor interaction effects. Null effect appeared 
even when critical factors of perceived process control 
effects were taken into consideration. These results 
together with the null effect on perceived group 
process control seemed to suggest that the availability 
of control had no impact on subjects. Yet results from 
ANOVAs on ratings of -task commitment and task 
evaluation contradicted this possibility. Two 
significant interaction effects for ratings of task 
commitment and one significant effect for ratings of 
task evaluation indicated that the availability of 
control had some observable consequences. 
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These interactions were themselves interesting 
too. The pattern of means consistently showed that 
subjects, in the Choice condition felt more committed to 
the tasks than those in the No-Choice/ Compatible 
condition when they perceived the experimenter as less 
impartial or showing less respect. The availability of 
control also enhanced their task evaluation when their 
choice was different from that of the group. These 
results differed from previous studies on critical 
conditions of process control. Both Tyler (1987) and 
Leung and Li (1990) found that process control effects 
appeared only when subjects believed that the authority 
would consider their opinions. Whereas, the present 
results suggested that group process control was a 
substitute for impartiality of experimenter, respect of 
experimenter, and self-interest considerations. 
A different psychological process for group 
process control effects may be possible. Interactional 
justice (Bies & Shapiro, 1987) might be important in 
an intergroup competition paradigm where the 
experimenter had intensive interactions with the 
subjects, and was the sole authority during the course 
of experiment. According to Bies and Moag (1986), 
impartiality, which was defined as the perceived 
unbiasness of authorities, was one aspect of the 
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fairness enactment of a procedure. On the other hand, 
respectful treatment from authorities indicated that 
the authorities regarded people as having high status 
in group (Tyler, 1989). Both impartiality and respect 
are thus important components for interactional justice 
in a setting of intergroup competition. However, when 
interactional justice was low, perceived process 
control might enhance fairness judgements because, 
according to the group-value model (Lind & Tyler, 
1.988), granting process control to subjects conveyed to 
them their standing as a member of the group. Thus 
group process control effects appeared at lower levels 
of perceived interactional justice. 
Results from ANOVAs suggested that group-process 
variables, and group-value variables were useful 
predictors of the criterion variables, but not ratings 
of group process control. However, when the criterion 
variables were regressed on the three control variables 
and congruity of choice, acting as a surrogate for 
self-interest considtfrations, group process control 
showed independent predictive power for ratings of task 
commitment and task evaluation; whereas individual 
process control predicted perceptions of procedural 
justice. These results were intriguing because studies 
of individual process control effects always found 
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ratings of justice judgement and affective variables 
related to various predictor variables in similar ways. 
Together with the interaction effects found in ANOVAs, 
these findings suggested that group process control 
related to affective variables, but not to procedural 
justice judgements. In fact, as Messick and Sentis 
(1983) argued, perceived fairness and satisfaction may 
be governed by different mechanisms. Emx^ ir ically, 
Leung and Li (1990) have found affective variables 
directly related to process control without the 
mediation of justice judgements. Therefore, 
investigating the reasons for the present results may 
unveil underlying relationships among process control, 
fairness judgement, and affective variables. 
Consis tent wi th the findi.ngs of Tyler ( 1989), 
ANOVAs found group-value variables to be strong 
predictors of the criterion variables. Regression 
analyses further identified the relative effects of 
these variables on the criterion variables. Results 
unveiled that only respect from the experimenter 
determined the three criterion variables consistently. 
These results suggested that in an experimental setting 
where there was a sole authority with intense 
interactions with the respondents, showing respect 
affirmed their self-esteem and thus resulted in fairer 
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evaluation on procedures and more positive evaluation 
on tasks. (Tyler, 1989). Comparing to Tyler, though the 
R
2
 of equation for procedural .justice was lower, the 
R
2
 's of equations for affective variables were 
compatible. These results supported the importance of 
group-values in justice research. 
Comparing Group Process Control Effects and Individual 
Process Control Effects 
Tri this study, we found more differences than 
similarities between these two kinds of process control 
effects. The similarity is that group-value variables 
predict both perceived process control and procedural 
justice judgements and affective variables, which are 
consistent with Tyler (1987, 1989). There were three 
differences, however. First, the relationship between 
the availability of group choice and perceived group 
control was complex. Second, perception of procedural 
justice and perception of other affective variables 
have different underlying psychological mechanisms. 
Lastly, group-value variables moderated group process 
control in different w ays « In this study, group 
p r o ces s co n t ro1 ac t e d a s a substitute for the effects 
of group-value variables. 
As this is an exploratory study, readers should 
interpret the results with caution. Nevertheless we 
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hope that this study will provoke more research 
designed to investigate group process control effects. 
Three areas are worthy of further exploration. First, 
researchers may investigate the impact of interactions 
among group members on process control and perception 
of procedural justice. Volumes of studies in group 
dynamics have shown the impact of social interactions 
on subsequent social behaviors. For instance group 
discussion leads to group polarization (Greenberg, 
1979), and intragroup competition engenders hostility 
among group members (Deustch, 1949). Needless to say, 
theories of group dynamics (for a recent review, see 
Hendrick, 1987, and Levine Morel and, 1990) will 
faci1it at e the ory bu i1ding for group process control 
e f fee ts. 
Moreover, research on group process control 
effects employing natural groups in real settings is 
essential. Although studies on social identity theory 
(Brewer, 1979) have proved that mere categorization is 
enough for group identification, laboratory setup may 
be unrealistic for subjects to perceive group process 
control. Therefore, employing natural groups, such as 
work teams, pressure groups, shareholders, communities, 
in studying group process control effects is s t i l l 
essential because natural groups have members more 
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homogeneous in nature and interests, and deal with 
issues more salient to their group members. Following 
the paradigm of process control effects developed here, " 
we may further our understanding on protest, election, 
collective bargaining and so forth. 
Lastly, studies may test whether culture would 
moderate the relative importance of individual and 
group process control in enhancing fairness judgements. 
For instance, cultural collectivism-individualism may 
interact with ingroup-outgroup difference to moderate 
the relative importance of group process control. 
Triandis (1988) argued that collectives identify with 
ingroups much stronger than individualists. Hence, 
because of stronger social identification, group 
process control would dominate in collective cultures 
when groups involved are ing"roups, for example family 
for Chinese and work teams for Japanese; conversely, 
w h e n g r o u p s involved are outgroups, group process 
control would become trivial for collectives much more 
than individualists. "Other culture dimensions purported 
by Hofstede (1980) may also moderate the relative 
salience of individual and group process control. 
Cross-cultural studies thus would extend the purview of 
research on social justice beyond .the individualistic 
c u 111i r a 1 p o i n t o f v i e w . 
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Table 1 
Correlations between the Variables in the Study 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 . 4 5 6 
1 . Procedural 
Fairness 4.80 1.21 
2. Task 
Commitment 5.53 1.15 .28** 
3. Evaluations 
of Tasks 4.71 1.20 .51** .52** 
4. Intragroup 
Control 4.33 1.40 .08 .14* .02 
Group Process 
Control 4.60 1.42 .25** .33** .37** .16* 
ft. Individual 
Process Control 4.74 1.42 .28** .23** .25* .11* .41** 
' > Group 
Identification 5.63 0.83 .27** .51** .4 1** .06 .22** .25** 
Impartiality 
of 
Experimenter 5.53 1.15 .43** .3 1** .37** -.00 .16* .28** 
Consideration 
of views 5.49 1.31 .24** .39** .33** .14* .45** .37** 
10.Respect 
from 
Experimenter 5.52 1.03 .41** .58** .55** .10 .42** .27** 
.Neutrality 
of 
Experimenter 5.39 1.39 .43** .26** .37** -.02 .20** .19** 
12.Congruity of 
Choice 0.62 0.49 .07 .15* ..16* .04 .22** .33** 
^Sie. N = 155 
* p<.0 5 
** £< .01 
i , 
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Table 1 (Continued) 
Correlations between the Variables in.„Uie „Stud& 
Variable 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. Procedural 
Fairness - - - - - -
2. Task 
Commitment - ~ 
3. Evaluations 
of Tasks - - - " -
4. Intragroup 
Control -
5. Group Process 
Control - - ~ 
6. Individual 
Process Control - - ~ 
7. Group 





o f v i e w s ,37** .21.** -
10 .Respect 
from * 
Experimenter .43** .3 8** .46** -
11.Neutrali ty 
of 
Experimenter .29** . 50** ,08 .28** 
12 .Cong r u i. t v o f 
Choice .24** .18* .11 .11 .04 
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Table 2 
Cell Means of Perceived Group Process ('ont ro I as a Function of 
Choice Conditions and Moderators 
M 
Choice No-Choice/ No-Choice/ 
Procedure X Compatible Incompatible 
Individual P r o c c s s 
Control 
High 5.18 5.40 4.69 
Low 4.86 4.54 2.95 
Impartiality of 
Experimenter 
High 5.28 5.63 3.67 




i . ' 
Group Process Con t ro l E f f e c t s 
54 
Table 3 
Ceil Means of Significant .Inter, act ions, .iri...Task .. Cpmini..yien.t ^ a^nd 
Task Eval.uati o ri 
M 
Choice No-Choice/ No-Choice/ 
Procedure X Compatible Incompatible 
Ratingsof Task Commitment 
Impartiality of 
Experimenter 
High 5.81 5.93 5.63 
Low 5.68 4.56 5.14 
Respect from 
Experimenter 
High 6.25 6.13 6.00 
Low 5.18 4.2 2 5.00 
•Ratinjgs _pf__Task Evaluation 
Congruity 
of Choice 
Congruent 4.54 4.94 5.00 
Incong ruent 5.00 - 3.85 4.11 
s 
4 
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Table 4 
Effects of Control and Self-Interest .on P r o cedur^ a 1.. Ju s,t ice „,. ...Task 
Jinti Ts^ i.fS 
Predictor 
Criterion Intragroup Individual Group Congruity 
Variable Control Control Control of Choice R^ 
Procedural ,^,, 
Justice .058 .262** .1-13 -.080 .118** 
Task .o,** 
Commitment .084 .104 .257** .064 .131** 
Evaluation _ , , 
of Tasks -.036 .136 .296** .070 .155** 
Note. Entries are betas of regression equations. 
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Table 5 
Effects of Group-Value Varlables on Procedura 1. Jus tice_,_Task 
Commitment, and Task Evaluation 
Predictor 
Impartiality Neutrality Respect 
Criterion Consideration of of from 
Variable of Views Experimenter Experimenter Experimenter R
2 
Procedural 
Justice .077 ..194* .261** .226** .306** 
Task 
Commitment .168* .068 ,090 .448** .370** 
Task 
Evaluation .104 .096 .198** .411** .369** 
Note. Entries are betas of regression equations. 
N = 155 
* p <.05 
** p<.01 
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Foo t no t. e s 
1
 The experimenter paid attention to any suspicious 
behaviors of subjects after the subjects had chosen his 
or her preferred tasks. At the end of the experiment, 
groups showi.ng susp i <:• ion we re asked whether the y had 
exchanged their choice of tasks despite the experimenter 
had told them not to do so. Data of whole group of 
subjects (totally 4 groups) who knew the choice of other 
members were deleted. 
2
 The concepts were measured by one or two items for 
preserving time. Although this may pose a reliability or 
validity problem, this is a common practice in 
experiments on social justice. As the pertinent concepts 
are straightforward and uuidimensional, one item or two 
could probably assess the constructs properly. The 
correlation matrix as presented in Table 1 suggested that 
the measures are sensible. Subsequent analyses also 
indicated that the predictor variables could explain the 
variance of the criterion variables substantially. 
Insko et a*l . ( 1 988 ) Found that when group members 
had to make a decision for the group as a whole, social 
i de n t i f i. c a t i. o n was ex t r e me 1 y s t r ong, The r efore , a 
ceiling effect might occur on ratings of social 
identification (M=5.63), and blurred the effect of the 
expei" imenta .1 manipu 1 at i on , 
Group P r ocess Cont ro l E f f e c t s 
6 8 
Figure 1 
Two possible processes of group process control effects. 
Path b \ /
 P a t h 8 
I Individual J 
T . 
f ' 
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Appendix A (Continued) 
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Appendix B 
Example used in Experiment 
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A p p e n d i x C . 
Cases used in Experiment 
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Appendix C (Continued) 
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Appendix D 




絕對 一 絕不 
公平 般 公平 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2-小組對測驗的選擇在多大程度上是取決於你個人的選擇 
極 一 極 
大 般 少 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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你們，以+ X 〃代表對方。 
例：成功 失敗 
• _.」,.•_ I mIi • > I _••丨 .11. 1,,.., ,! •.丨丨"丨..nil • i ,.,.1 •. I ,, -t 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 





 I . - ' •• ‘
 1,1 1
 *丨一丄一• I _」_"• I I I •! • I .1.  I |_I I • • imJ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
b)思考能力 高 低 
L —. —i 一— —I——」一 •  • ••  一L _• 1. •• — „,JL. 」 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
c)效率 高 低 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
d〉行政能力 高 低 
L- 一 一 L> 」 晰 —1«. -JL. 一 一 ^JL. ^ ^ •Jl- ^ — ^ 」 
1 . 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
e)整體表現 好 差 
I— 1 — ‘ 1— —i 1 i ...」 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
2.若你有作為兩個小組的報酬，你會如何分配昵？ 
所屬小組：$ 對方：$ 
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Appendix D (Continued) 
根據以下的量表答覆下列的問題，把答案寫在右面的空位上。 
答覆每條問題時,請盡量考慮不同的數字。 
同 難於 不 
意 決定 同意 
L —_•—‘ • - 丨 ' • 丨 丨 _ 丄 . . 丨 - — •” L_ 」 一 —— L ., „ 」 








Group Process Contro l E f f e c t s 
76 
Append ix D (Continued) 
請回答以下問題，把合適的數字寫在右面的空位上： • 
1 •比賽的程序是否公平昵？ • 
極公平 極不公平 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 •比賽進行的時候,其他組員有尊重你的意見嗎？ 
時常有 完全没有 
l•一 »11 • i i • • i iii t» ‘ < _,」_,.* — — _l_"l •» » •_ i" 11» V iii) • 1 i i • i i i || •!• i. 一 •  _ km! 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3.主持甯驗者有公正地進行實驗n馬？ 
極公平 極不公平 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 .你及你白勺組員對選擇測驗所提出的意見有多大程度被考慮？ 
極大 極少 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
，做測驗時，你的投入程度如何？ 
極高 極低 
1 2 …3 4 5 6 7 
。選擇測驗的時候，你的小組有多大的影嚮力？ 
極大 極少 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix D (Continued) 
7.這比賽的安排可不可以公平地讓兩個小組分出勝負？ 
絕對可以 ‘ 不可以 
复》,_ ••…i ii i • •丨•丨•_ 丨• ,••• •,, « 一明 i i 1 i n , •• 1 丨 mmmmmt^  . ^ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8，你喜歡你們所做的測驗嗎？ 
極喜歡 極不喜歡 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 一 一一 
9.在整個實驗過程裡，你有沒有受到應有的重視昵？ 
時常有 • 完全沒有 





 • •” •」•• •— • • I••. •• I ., . • J^ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1，你個人對測,驗的選擇有多少�能力控制？ 
極大 極少 
I 1 1 ！ 1 I | 
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